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4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1-5.7-16.18 and 19 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner, 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) Including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (0. 
a)D All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17,2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Inten^iew Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Drattsperson's Patent Drawing Review {PTO-948) Paper No{s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1 449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

Paper No(s)/IVIail Date . 6) Q Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-326 (Rev. 7-05) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 051 12006 



Application/Control Number: 10/016,995 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2155 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed 02/21/2006. 

2. Claims 1 , 7, 8, 10 were amended. 

3. Claims 6 and 17 are canceled. 

4. Claims 1 8 and 1 9 are newly added. 

5. Claims 1-5, 7-16, 18 and 19 are pending in this office action. 

Response to Amendment 

6. The objection to claim 7 is withdrawn. 

7. Applicants' arguments filed 02/21/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. See Response to Arguments. • 

8. Applicants' amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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10. Claims 1-5, 7-16, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent 6,651 ,063 by Vorobiev (Vorobiev). 

1 1 . With respect to Claim 1 , Vorobiev teaches a method for operating a computer 
system comprising: 

having at least one content provider for providing content to a user (Col. 2 lines 
57-59, Col. 3 lines 23-65, and Col. 6 lines 27-65) coupled via a portal which may also be 
coupled to a user(Col. 2 lines 55-56 and Col. 3 lines 23-65, and Col. 6 lines 27-65); 

said at least one content provider offering a new content to the portal, said new 
content being any new feed or channel (Col. 3 lines 23-65, Col. 6 lines 27-65, and Col. 
7 lines 8-26); 

the portal comparing aedentials of said at least one content provider with stored 
credentials of registered content providers (Col. 7 line 62 - Col. 8 line 10 and Col. 10 
lines 10-31 and Col. 8 lines 23-65); and 

the portal evaluating the new content, and the portal accepting or rejecting said 
new content (Col. 4 lines 13-27 and Cbl. 7 line 62 - Col. 8 line 10 and Col. 8 lines 23-65) 
of at least a particular provider included in said at least one content provider based on 
said stored credentials (Col. 7 line 62 - Col. 8 line 10 and Col. 10 lines 10-31). 

12. With respect to Claim 2, Vorobiev teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and 
further teaches offering said credentials of said at least one content provider to the 
portal together with the new content (Col. 7 line 62 - Col. 8 line 10 and Col. 6 lines 27- 
65). 



Application/Control Number: 10/016,995 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2155 

1 3. With respect to Claim 3, Vorobiev teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and 
further teaches storing said credentials of the registered content providers in a database 
of the portal (Col. 8 lines 23-65). 

14. With respect to Claim 4, Vorobiev teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and 
further teaches performing automatically said comparison of the credentials with an 
intelligent program having a rule database (Col. 7 line 62 - CoL iB line 10 and CoL 8 lines 
23-65). 

15. With respect to Claim 5, Vorobiev teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and 
further teaches performing manually said comparison of the credentials (Col. 7 lines 35- 
40 and Col. 8 lines 12-22). 

16. With respect to Claim 7, Vorobiev teaches all the limitations of Claim 6 and 
further teaches the evaluation of the new content is performed semi-automatically or 
fully automatically (Col. 7 lines 35-40 and Col. 8 lines 12-65). 

1 7. With respect to Claim 8, Vorobiev teaches all the limitations of Claim 6 and 
further teaches wherein the user is notified about the new content if the new content 
matches with preferences of the user (Col. 7 lines 27-40 and Col. 9 lines 28-60). 

18. With respect to Claim 9, Claim 9 is rejected based on the same logic presented 
in the rejection of Claim 1 and further noting Col. 2 lines 17-21 and Col. 20 lines 7-13. 

19. With respect to Claim 10, Vorobiev teaches a computer system comprising 

at least one content provider for providing content to a user (Col. 2 lines 57-59, 
Col. 3 lines 23-65, and Col. 6 lines 27-65) which is coupled to a portal which may be 
coupled to a user (Col. 2 lines 57-59, Col. 3 lines 23-65, and Col. 6 lines 27-65) 
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wherein said at least one content provider comprises means for offering a new 
content to the portal, said new content being any new feed or channel (Col. 3 lines 23- 
65, Col. 6 lines 27-65, and Col. 7 lines 8-26), 

wherein the portal comprises means for comparing credentials of said at least 
one content provider with stored credentials of registered content providers (Col. 10 
lines 10-31), and checking means for the portal to check the new content (Col. 7 line 62 
- Col. 8 line 10 and Col. 8 lines 23-65), and 

wherein the portal comprises means for accepting or rejecting said new content 
of said at least one content provider, based on a determination of said checking means 
(Col. 7 line 62 - Col. 8 line 10 and Col. 8 lines 23-65). 

20. With respect to Claim 1 1 , Vorobiev teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 0 and 
further teaches the portal comprises a database for registered content provider 
credentials (Col. 8 lines 23-65). 

21 . With respect to Claim 12, Vorobiev teaches all the limitations of Claim 10 and 
further teaches wherein said at least one content providers, the portal and the user are 
coupled via the Internet (Col. 6 lines 21-26). 

22. With respect to Claim 13, Claim 13 is rejected based on the same logic 
presented in the rejection of Claim 1 and further noting Col. 2 lines 17-21 and Col. 20 
lines 7-1 3. 

23. With respect to Claim 14, Claim 14 is rejected based on the same logic 
presented in the rejection of Claim 2 and further noting Col. 2 lines 17-21 and Col. 20 
lines 7-13. 
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24. With respect to Claim 15, Claim 15 is rejected based on the same logic 
presented in the rejection of Claim 10 and further noting Col. 2 lines 17-21 and Col. 20 
lines 7-13. 

25. With respect to Claim 16, Claim 16 is rejected based on the same logic 
presented in the rejection of Claim 1 1 and further noting Col. 2 lines 17-21 and Col. 20 
lines 7-13. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

26. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

27. Claims 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Vorobiev in view of In re Venner, 262 F.2d 91, 95, 120 USPQ 193, 194 (CCPA 
1958). 

28. With respect to Claims 1 8 and 1 9, Vorobiev further teaches registering at least 
one content provider (Col. 1 0 lines 1 0-31 ). 

Vorobiev does not explicitly disclose automatically registering. However It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to make the registering automatic as it has been held that providing an automatic 
means that replaces a manual activity which accomplishes the same result is not 
sufficient to distinguish over the prior art (In re Venner). 
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Response to Arguments 

29. Applicants' arguments filed 02/21/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

30. Applicants argue on page 7 of the remarks - "Vorobiev does not teach or suggest 
at least one content provider offering a new content to the portal, the new content being 
any new feed or channel, the portal evaluating the new content, and the portal 
accepting or rejecting said new content of at least a particular provider included in said 
at least one content provider based on said stored credentials. In this regard reference 
is made to the general teachings and the abstract of Vorobiev, wherein a recipient 
(user) must supply categories of information of interest. Information from providers must 
be tagged with category information. In Vorobiev, if information outside of one of these 
categories is supplied by a provider, it is not clear that a user will ever receive the 
information.. . . This new feed or channel may have content completely outside any of the 
categories that much be identified by a user in Vorobiev. In fact Vorobiev teaches away 
from Applicants' invention because Vorobiev is dealing with categories supplied by 
users and not new feeds or channels of content providers or of a particular web site" 

a. Examiner's response - The claim language now states, "said new content 

being any new feed or channel". Applicants' arguments seem to be suggesting 
that such claim language excludes from scope, the use of information ciategories 
in providing new content as described in Vorobiev. The examiner disagrees as 
the claim language uses the word "any". Obviously, the use of the word "any" 
means that, in fact, the content may be all forms new feed or channel. In other 
words, taking into consideration applicants' interpretation of Vorobiev, this would 
include both new feeds or content outside of the identified categories as well as 
new feeds or content within the identified categories. As even stated by 
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Applicants, "This new feed or channel may have content completely outside any 
of the categories...". Just as the new feed or channel may have content 
completely outside any of the categories, it mav not have content completely 
outside any of the categories. So even considering applicants' interpretation of 
Vorobiev, the new content of Vorobiev that is within identified categories is still 
within the scope of "any new feed or channel". 

b. However, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the applicants' 
interpretation of Vorobiev. The examiner points to Col. 7 lines 8-26 of Vorobiev, 
which states "the system can be configured to only create a location 32 in a give 
Recipient's User Data Repository 28 for a particular category, "Category E" for 
example, when an Information Pack 28 is first delivered to that User Data 
Repository 28 with information pertaining to that category." Clearly, the user is 
not supplying a category as the category is created upon the first delivery of an 
Information Pack with information pertaining to that category. The examiner also 
notes that one purpose of the invention is to relieve the user of the burden of 
categorizing and to place that burden on the provider (Col. 2 lines 37-43). As 
such, applicants' interpretation of Vorobiev, particularly "w/?ere//7 a recipient 
(user) must supply categories of information of interest" and "categories that 
must be identified by a user"' appears to be incorrect. 

c. Furthermore, the use of the transitional term "comprising" indicates the 
claim is open-ended and does not exclude additional, unrecited elements or 
steps (MREP 2111 .03). As such, the use of category information by the 
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providers in Vorobiev is not relevant, as the claim language does not explicitly 
•exclude such subject matter. 

d. For these reasons, applicants' arguments are not persuasive. 

31 . Applicants argue on page 8 of the remarks - "Claim 4 recites performing 
automatically said comparison of the credentials with an intelligent program having a 
rule database... There is no specific teaching or suggestion of an intelligent program 
having a rule database." 

e. Examiner's response - Vorobiev teaches analysis programming and 
refusal information can be located either on the processing station (Col. 6 lines 
47-53 and Col. 8 lines 23-36) or locally on the user's system (Col. 8 lines 37-50). 
The analysis of incoming content can determine whether or not newly received 
content should be accepted or rejected by the system (Col. 7 lines 62- Col. 8 line 
10 and Col. 8 lines 23-36). This is done by performing an analysis on the 
providers' information and corresponding information related to refusal 
information and a user's instructions (Col. 8 lines 37-65). The examiner 
considers the refusal information and any user's instructions stored used iri the 
"Analyze Information step 31 and Authorize Passage step 33" to be a rule 
database as such information forms rules for how the accepting and rejecting of 
new content should be handled. As the programming makes a decision based 
on provider information and the refusal information/user's instructions, the 
examiner considers such programming to be "intelligent". The examiner notes 
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that Applicants' specification does distinguish any specific meaning for the term 
"intelligent program". For these reasons, the examiner considers such analysis 
programming to be within the scope of "performing automatically said 
comparison of the credentials with an intelligent program having a rule 
database". 

32. Applicants argue on page 8 of the remarks - "Claim 5 recites performing 
manually said comparison of the credentials. Again, the portion of Vorobiev cited by the 
Examiner (Column 10, lines 10-31) makes no reference to such act." 

f. Examiner's response - The examiner notes that applicants' amendment 
places the focus of "accepting or rejecting" on the "new content" instead of a 
"particular provider". The examiner now cites Col, 7 lines 35-40 and Col. 8 lines 
12-22, as these teaching relate to the accepting or rejecting of new content. 
Included in these teaches are the manual evaluation of a new content including 
provider information and details of the new content itself. The new content can 
then be accepted or rejected based on this evaluation. The examiner considers 
this to be within the scope of "performing manually said comparison of the 
credentials." 
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Conclusion 

33. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Lazaro whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3986. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Saleh Najjar can be reached on 571-272-4006. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If ypu would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




D^id Lazaro 
May 23, 2006 




